plan  is  to take into account  the fact  that  in  a working place
there may be more than  one face   (Tr.   146).

On cross-examination,  Mr.   Meadows   stated  that  at  the
time an initial cut  of coal  is  taken,   that area  becomes  a
working face.     If  no coal  cuts  are made,   the  area remains  a
rib until  such time as  a  coal  cut is  taken.     He  further
explained that if he observed coal being  cut/   he would con-
sider  it a working  face,  and if work stopped  after the ini-
tial  cut,  he  would consider   it  simply as   a face   (Tr.   151).
When asked whether such a cut  would remain  a  working  face
between shifts when  no production  is  taking  place,   he replied
"To me,  a working  face  is  only when  you  cut  it,   mine  it,   or
load  it,   or the district manager specifies   some  other  opera-
tion  such as roof bolting,   blasting,   clean-up"   (Tr.   52).

Mr.   Meadows  confirmed that  the respondent's  ventilation
plan  is  one  of the most  stringent plans   in  the   country.     He
agreed that while theoretically possible,   due  to the manner
in which the crosscuts  in question were  turned,   the respon-
dent  would have difficulty in maintaining  a  line  curtain  to
within 10 feet of  "Y"  while cutting coal  at  face   "X"   (Tr.
154-155).

Mr*  Meadows stated that  the terms  "working   face"   and
"face"   have different  meanings  to him,   but  he  conceded that
during  his  testimony in a prior case  before Judge Broderick
with  respect  to the  term  "face"  he testified  that  "Our  inten-
tion was  that  the line curtain  would be  maintained  to  all
faces.     You can pick the word  'working  faces'   or   'face1;   it's
all  faces"   {Tr.   159).     He  conceded that  he  did not  differen-
tiate  the -terms  in  his  prior  testimony,   but  pointed out   that
the  word "working"   brings a new meaning  to  the  term "faces"
because of the use of  that  term in  the regulation.     He  fur-
ther  conceded that  the  regulation  does not  use  the  term
"faces"  by  itself   (Tr.   160).

Mr.   Meadows conceded  that  the requirement  for  line  brat-
tice^to be maintained to within 10 feet of  all   faces  is not
specifically stated  in  the respondent's   plan  in  clear  lan-
guage,   and he alluded to the plan  provisions  at  pages   10
through 13 where the term face  is  used,   and  indicated  that  "A
face,   if  you  want to call  it  a  working face  or   a  face.
They're one  in the same"   (Tr.   165-167).

Mr.  Meadows  confirmed  that  were  it  not  for   the  plan pro-
vision  in  this case,  an  inspector  could not  cite a violation
of  section  75.302-1,  at  locations  "X"  and   "Y"   because  there
was  no mining activity taking place  at  those  locations  and
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